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r A Black Mark

the appeal of- the fired State Depart-
ment security officer will be filed Sep-
tember 29. Thereafter a hearing officer
will recommend to Secrectary of State

stated or that his dismissal be upheld,

Because it has dragged on for so
long, and because of what it reveals|
{about the hidden inner workings of the
| State Department, the Otepka case de-|i
serves recapltulatlop

It probably began in 1955, when Mr. |
)| Otepka, then chief of the Evaluations
I Division of the State Department’s Se-|:
! curity Branch, was asked to evaluate the
record of a prominent figure — as yet
unidentified — who ‘was being consid-
‘| ered for appointment to a sensmve post
t|in the Government,
| Mr. ka produced evidence from

| on a Cold War strategy board bccasxse
of “reservations” about him as a “se-
curity liability.”

The man was passed over for the|
appointment.
. Twice more in five years the same

: ka produced the same evaluation.
; % ok %

In 1961, under a new Administration,
Mr. Otepka’s reservations about this
person were overruled. Observers whol
i | have follqgwed the case closely belicve
i | that Mr. Otepka’s decline began then.

; In 1963, the Senate Internal Security),
‘subcommittce was investigating allega-
tionsoT Tax security procedures in the
|- State Department.

.| The subcommittee counsel called on
Mr. Otepka, who produced records of.
| his findings and recommendations iry.
“| several cases, including one in which hd
‘| had balked at granting “emergency’
clearances for 10 persons recommended

| advisary committee.

i Shortly thereafter, on.June 27, 1963
Mr. Otepka was removed from his joY.
and put to shuffling papers in anotheq
asgignment,. . . L
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secret CIA files showing that the man|
lin question had becn denied a position]’

name came up, and both times Mr. Otcp-[:

|| for appointment to a State Departmen§. :

. charges that Mr. Otepka had acted im- |

. properly by providing the Senate sub- : !

+ committee with classified information.

i Mr. Otepka’s telephone was bugged. ;

t His safe was cracked by State Depart- ;

- ment officials. Four security off1c1a154

who supported him were transferred to .
and two of these !

i meaningless jobs,
again in Washlngton Lawyers briefs in I later were fired. (The two appealed,

were reinstated, and promptly re51gned )

' Two officials perjured themselves in an ’

attempt to cover up evidence about the
telephone tapping.

Mr. Otepka was suspended formally

_in September, 1963, and was fired in |

November. He immediately appealed, :

but hearmgs on the appeal were post--:

: poned six times. The hearin finally was

\ held last spring — four years to the .

; month from the time hejwas first re-;

moved from active scrvxce as a securlty

% officer.
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The Internal Secunty subcomm1ttee ;
hearings, which produced a transcript of |
' 1,500,000 words, revealed indications ot‘J
; @ systematic State Department purge of x
- “hard” anti-Communist employes, of '

' whom Otto Otepka was one of the most
{ prominent,

The hearings revealed indications of
Executive pressure to provide security
clearances for some questionable risks,
Jincluding William Wieland of Castro |
‘fame.

They also revealed a p1ctu1e of Otto f
Otepka as a stubborn, conscientious civil
'servant who insisted on doing his job |

Y U

.in"the face of subtle pressures d051gned
to lower the security bars to sensitive, * :
high-level positions. (It was revealed aft-
er Mr, Otepka was fired that 63 State ¢ 1
Department employes, including three :
senior officers in the Foreign Service, «

|'had resigned in 1963 after being con- ,

fronted witli. evidence showmg they
‘were security-liabilities.)
+  The irony of the case' is that the
State Department persecutors of Otto | 1
'Otepka will have won, no matter how it
comes out. Even if Mr., Otepka is rein- \-
stated, which doesn’t appear likely, his i
carecr is ruined. Any successor in his
office will remember vividly how consci- «
cntlous work is rewarded, and can be |
expected to trim his sails accordingly.
The affair will lcave a black mark
forever on the record of the State De- .
partment. In the minds of many Ameri-
cans, it will cast doubt as to whether
the conduct of their country’s foreign
affairsisin completely tr ustworthy‘

1ands. _ i
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